Further Evidence on
Compensating Differentials
and the Gender Gap in Wages

JERRY A. JACOBS
RONNIE J. STEINBERG

- One explanation for the sex gap in wages is that women choose to work
| in jobs that are pleasant, safe, and comfortable. If men are paid a pre-
ium for working in dirty, noisy, or dangerous jobs, then part of the sex
ap in wages may reflect men’s rewards for performing more hazardous,
nerous, or distasteful work. In other words, women garner a higher
roportion of their overall compensation package in amenities, including
uch intangibles as pleasant working conditions, whereas men take home

Extra pay for working in undesirable settings or performing unpleasant
sks is referred to by economists as a compensating differential, This
eans that the differential in pay between two jobs reflects an offsetting
fference in the nonmonetary aspects of employment. One receives
gher pay if the job is less desirable—other things, such as educational
quirements, being equal. This idea is quite central to labor economics
osen, 1986) and dates back at least as far as Adam Smith (1776/1976).
Yet, despite the prominence accorded to the compensating differentials
esi$ in economic theory, there is actually little empirical support for it.
an earlier article (Jacobs & Steinberg, 1990), we tested this notion
ith detailed data on a wide range of working conditions. Our resulis
dicated that little of the sex gap in earnings is due to undesirable
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94 Gender Inequality at Work

working conditions. There are several reasons for this finding. First,
undesirable working conditions are not the exclusive preserve of blue-
collar, male-dominated jobs. Jobs in which women predominate also are
characterized by a number of undesirable working conditions. Second,
undesirable working conditions are not consistently associated with
higher wages. Wages in positions with undesirable working conditions
are often lower than wages in more attractive jobs.

And third, specific undesirable working conditions, such as strepuous
physical activity, were found to actually lower the wages of a job, net of
its other characteristics. Even when compensating differentials were ob-
served, they were small in magnitude compared with other factors influ-
encing pay. We also summarized the results of eight other comparable
worth studies that found little support for the idea that sex differences in
working conditions explain the wage gap between male-dominated and
fernale-dominated jobs.

In this study, we further explore this question by considering other
models of the relationship between working conditions and wages under
circumstances in which the undesirable working conditions are extreme
or where there are clusters of undesirable job attributes. Perhaps it is not
undesirable working conditions per se that have a positive effect on
wages, but rather undesirable working conditions that are of central sig-
nificance to the character of the job. By conducting a further exploration
of the compensating differentials perspective, we provide a‘more rigor-
ous test of this theory and its role, if any, in explaining the sex gap in
earnings. ‘

Most studies consider each working condition separately. The func-
tional form of the regression equations estimated in such studies assumes
that each working condition has a separate, additive effect on earnings.
Moreover, studies have generally assumed the relationships are linear
(with respect to the log of earnings). Thus, the first increment of unpleas-
antness has an equal effect to the last increment’s impact.

Yet it is probably more realistic to assume that it is only extreme
conditions that require extra rewards. Take the case of shift differentials,
which are common in nursing compensation practices. The frequent need
for employees to stay an hour late for shift changes may not be sufficient

to justify extra pay, but regularly requiring employees to work the night

shift may warrant a shift differential. Thus, nurses are paid 10% to 15%
more if they work at night or on the weekends, compared to working

during the day (personal communication, Noelle Andrews, 1993). Simi-

larly, driving a truck may involve some risk of injury or accident, but it
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is a risk many take for granted, as it is similar to the risk people take
driving their car to the grocery store. However, cleaning windows on
skyscrapers involves risks that fewer people are willing to take, and thus
may produce a wage premium. Or, to provide a final example, nurses’
exposure to needle sticks that may result in hepatitis or AIDS infection
may be perceived as so risky that extra pay is necessary as an incentive to
produce a sufficient supply of nurses (Clever & Omenn, 1988; Zoloth &
Stellman, 1987). We examine this first issue——whether workers exposed
to extremely undesirable working conditions receive higher wages—by
an analysis of the potential curvilinearity in the relationship between
wages and working conditions.

The second issue we address is whether clusters of undesirable job

attributes combine to produce higher wages. As our analysis will show,
job attributes often come in clusters. Lumberjacks, for example, work
outside, often in cold conditions, and are faced with a risk of injury from
falling limbs. The combination of these job characteristics may warrant a
wage premium, whereas any one of these factors might not. We assess for
the first time whether combinations of undesirable working conditions
are associated with a wage premium.
The next section briefly summarizes a sociological approach to em-
ployment systems. Because we do not abide by the compensating differ-
entials analysis of labor markets, we offer an alternative sociological
perspective. In this section, we also highlight differences between socio-
logical and economic perspectives. We then review the evidence relating
to the compensating differentials thesis. Next, we explore the issue of
gender differences in work-related preferences. Finally, we turn to data
analysis from The New York State Comparable Pay Study (Steinberg,
Haignere, Possin, Chertos, & Treiman, 1983).

A Sociological Approach to Work

Sociologists approach the study of work somewhat differently than do
economists. Although sociologists often use the same data sets as econo-
mists and often discuss economic approaches in great detail (e.g.. England,
1992), sociologists continue to differ from economists in their emphasis
on context, politics, and culture.

Whereas economic theory in the abstract focuses on the intersection
between supply and demand, in practice labor market economics has to a
remarkable extent become the analysis of labor supply. The theory of
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labor economics holds that the labor market is efficient and consequently
that differences in earnings among workers are due to differences in
skills and preferences. In other words, differences in earnings are a
function of choices individuals make prior to entering the labor market.
Most labor economists hold to this position, even in the face of contrary
data (Madden, 1984). Demand-side factors are occasionally invoked—
for example, to explain the growth in earnings inequality in recent years
(e.g., Goldin & Margo, 1992). But the demand side of the labor market is
rarely if ever used as an explanation for earning differences between
groups. In other words, most labor economists believe that discrimina-
tion, in the sense of firms paying one group less than another equally
productive group, does not exist or, if it does, it will not exist for long.
Sociologists, particularly those studying gender, race, ethnic, and
other inequalities, assume that many actors in the economy discriminate
among groups to various degrees and that some fraction of group differ-
ences may be accounted for by labor market discrimination. Several have
examined directly how sex segregation and unequal rewards between
men and women grow directly out of production strategies and employer
decision making (Acker, 1989; Baron & Newman, 1989; Bielby &
Baron, 1987; Cockburn, 1991; Cohn, 1985; Milkman, 1987; Reskin,
1988; Smith, 1984; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993). Sociologists have pro-
posed many explanations for how discrimination can persist despiie
market pressures that in theory should erode such distinctions. These
explanations include the interdependence of workers, the prevalence of
long-term employment relationships, skills that are often specific to
particular firms and groups of workers, and the insularity of many firms
and many workers from market pressures, among others {Jacobs, 1989).
Recent studies have identified the role of managerial power (Cohn, 1985;
Milkman, 1987), male power (Acker, 1989; Cockburn, 1991; Reskin,
1988), institutional inertia (Baron, Jennings, & Dobbin, 1988; Baron &
Newman, 1988), and gendered institutions (Burton, 1991; Steinberg,
1991) in maintaining segregation and unequal rewards. For example,
Bielby and Baron (1987) conclude that statistical discrimination does
operate in the labor market, but that it is neither as rational mor as
efficient as economists believe. They found that for some jobs, physical
demands were listed as a rationale for hiring men, yet detailed job
analyses revealed that there were few actual demands for the use of:
_physical strength. These factors reduce the extent to which employers :
can easily substitute low-wage workers for otherwise equivalent high-
wage workers, a substitution that is at the root of the economic model of :

efficient labor markets. But discrimination is only one aspect of sociolo-
gists’ focus on the demand side of the labor market.

Sociologists who study employment systems consider both the de-
cisions of individuals and the context in which work is conducted
{for programmatic statements, see Baron & Bielby, 1980; Block, 1990,
Kalleberg & Berg, 1987; Kalleberg & Sorensen, 1979). The economics
of labor markets is based on an analogy to an auction, where an item is
sold to the highest bidder. Yet the social context of work is usually more
complex than one would find in a spot-market situation, which is charac-
terized by a once and for all transaction principally based on price and
not quality. Relations at work are typically enduring quality matters, and
motivation must be elicited. Thus employment systems emerge, and rules
are developed for selecting, training, evaluating, motivating, promoting,
and jettisoning workers. A set of procedures that “work” become formal
policies, and these serve as precedents for subsequent conflicts over fair-
ness and legitimacy. These systems develop their own logics and histo-
ries, some recorded, others simply understood.

Power relations also enter into the construction and maintenance of
: these employment systems. Once in place, group interests become at-

tached to these systems and they tend to remain in place until such time
~ as either economic constraints make their continuation infeasible or

group pressure undermines the legitimacy of such systems and renders
~ them too costly—in terms of employee morale—to continue. For exam-
- ple, job evaluation systems began to be used widely during and after
World War II (Baron et al., 1988). They remained intact until the late
19705 and early 1980s, when the demand for equal pay for work of
comparable worth gained political visibility. Advocates of reform linked
the source of wage differentials between historically male and histori-
cally female jobs to job evaluation procedures; even without referring to
men or women, these procedures incorporated a cultural bias about the
value of work that ensured significant wage advantages to jobs histori-
cally occupied by men (Remick, 1979; Treiman, 1979). Yet, as Acker’s
(1989) in-depth account of the Oregon Pay Equity initiative reveals, the
gender bias in compensation practices largely remained intact, resulting
in the maintenance of wage differentials between historically male and
historically female jobs. Despite the efforts of feminist reformers, the old
“system and the inequality it produced were relegitimated, and some
;_:incuxnbcnts of the lowest-paid female jobs received modest ﬁay adjust-
ments. Thus, as gender bias is uncovered, wage hierarchies are repro-
f_duced and relegitimated. Proponents have proved powerful enough to put
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pay equity on the political map, but not powerful enough to achieve the
goals of this reform (Steinberg, 1991).

Economists have recently attempted to tap some of this complex social
reality with the concept of implicit contracts, but (a) this has principally
been applied only to a limited range of work-related issues, such as the
length of employment and the trajectory of wages over the life course
(Rosen, 1985); and (b) we are not persuaded that these economlic models
provide a persuasive account of the origins or dynamics of workpiace
practices, These extensions of economic theory continue to rely on the

_individualist social-psychological assumptions underlying the rest of
economic theory. '

Sociologists believe that structural and cultural context matters in part
because an individual’s productivity inheres in the job setting as much as
in the person. Many historically specific social factors structure the work
relationship, including geographic location, organization, occupation,
and even individual job attributes.

As the examples cited above indicate, sociologists have devoted a
great deal of attention to organizational factors that influence career
dynamics and the distribution of rewards (for example, Baron, 1984;
Baron & Cook, 1992). Labor contracts and career experiences in large
firms with highly differentiated internal employment systems operate
very differently from those found in small firms. Recruitment patterns,
screening procedures, earnings, benefits, the degree of formalization, and
many other key aspects of work differ dramatically across employment
settings. Economists, of course, have noticed differences in earnings
across firms and industries (Krueger & Summers, 1987). These interin-
dustry differences cannot be dismissed as simply due to the self-selecticn
of more productive workers into higher-paying sectors. Yet this finding
has not resulted in a shift in the basic premises of economic theory.
Despite contrary empirical evidence, economists tend to downplay the
role of market structure in determining outcomes for workers.

Occupations represent another facet of the work situation that has a
significant bearing on work outcomes. Occupations often have their own
internal stratification systems, and some occupations are more closed
than others. As both Milkman (1987) and Strober (1984) have demon-
strated, employers decide the sex type of an occupation based on labor
costs and then use stereotypes about gender norms to legitimate their
practices and obscure their underlying motives. Sociologists often study
gender inequality within particular occupations. Indeed, this volume
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includes five such chapters. Sociologists tend to pay much more attention
to particular occupations than do economists (but see Hochner, Granrose,
Goode, Simon, & Appelbaum, 1988, for a notable exception).

Even occupations represent overly broad aggregations, as far as many
sociologists are concerned. This attention to the basic building block of
the employment system—the individual job—— stems in large part from
Bielby and Baron’s striking finding (1984) that jobs are far more segre-
gated by sex than are occupations or industries. Although there is a great
deal of interest in the job as the unit of analysis, research has been siowed
by the paucity of available data, especially at the level of the firm. Our
study (along with the Tomaskovic-Devey chapter in this volume) is one
of the few academic reports analyzing gender inequality conducted at the
job level.

Sociologists tend to see employment relations as reflecting power
relations, as well as pure market forces. Wages are not simply set by
workers’ accepting what is offered; they are contested both individually
and collectively. The most obvious form involves collective bargaining
between unions and management, which influences not only the wages of
a company’s workers but also wages in firms seeking to avoid unioniza-
tion. Professional associations have often played the same role. Perhaps
less recognized is the fact that administered wage systems also are re-
plete with political influence. Large firms in the United States and else-
where have developed compensation policies, such as the one discussed
above for the state of Oregon, that are designed to promote internal
equity as well as external competitiveness. These systems are subject to
political influence in many ways: the selection of factors to be used, the
weights assigned to the factors, and the application of the system to many
nonbenchmark jobs. All of these involve political decisions that affect
how people are paid (see Steinberg, this volume). And initiatives to
modify such systems have often been stymied by many obstacles, techni-
cal and political.

A final area of difference between sociologists and economists is in the
significance accorded to and the treatment of culture. Economists take
praferences as given. Sociologists view preferences as partly what indi-
viduals bring to social situations and partly how individuals adapt to
preexisting expectations. Economists take preferences as fixed, whereas
sociologists recognize that preferences often change in response o expe-
riences in the workplace, the influence of friends and family, and chang-
ing values and mores in society (Jacobs, 1989; Kohn & Schooler, 1983).
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. Sociologists maintain that culture often lags behind other types of social
change and can constrain contemporary actors in ways not acknowledged
by economists. Thus preferences and the choices individuals make based
on preferences do not emerge in a vacuum. They are, in no small part, the
product of the prevailing distribution of opportunities in the labor market
and of individuals’ realistic perceptions of their options.

Gender interacts with context, politics, and culture in many ways.
Women are disadvantaged in their structural position (that is, access to
good jobs), in their political leverage to argue for higher pay, and in the
cultural resources needed to make claims for higher rewards. Acker’s
study (1989) documents these disadvantages in remarkable detail. We
believe these categories—context, politics, and culture—capture much
of the voluminous sociological literature on gender inequality in the
workplace, a claim that we can only put forth here, as we do not have
space sufficient to thoroughly document these claims in this chapter.

The sociological model of the labor market we have just outlined
posits that compensating differentials are the exception and not the rule.
Jobs with undesirable working conditions are unlikely to be concentrated
in the most favorable organizational and occupational contexts, are un-
likely to be located in politically powerful positions, and are unlikely to
have access to the cultural resources needed to maximize their earnings.
If a wage premium were found to be related to undesirable features of a
job, according to the sociological perspective on the labor market, it
would most likely be due to the unique structural, political, and cultural
resources of particular groups of workers.

Studies of Compensating Differentials

The notion of compensating differentials has been applied to diverse .

workplace amenities and disadvantages, including the risk of injury and
death (Hwang, Reed, & Hubbard, 1992; Olson, 1981), the risk of losing
"one’s job (Hamermesh‘& Wolfe, 1990), retirement benefits (Allen, Clark,

& Sumner, 1986), and shift work (Kostivk, 1990). Other studies include

a range of job attributes in a single analysis (Barry, 1987; Duncan &
Folmlund, 1983; Reed & Holleman, 1988; Filer, 1985, 1989). The re-
sults of these investigations often contradict the compensating differ-
entials logic: Jobs with undesirable attributes frequently pay less than
those with more attractive features (Brown, 1980; Rosen, 1986; Smith
1979).
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Several recent studies affirm the compensating differentials thesis
(Duncan & Holmlund, 1983; Hwang et al., 1992; see Rosen, 1986, for a
review and discussion). These studies follow individuals over time to see
if changes in pay are offset by changes in working conditions. These
studies show that when people change jobs, they typically do not move to
less attractive jobs without some supplemental compensation. In other
words, some workers move to more attractive jobs at a cut in pay,
whereas others move to more remunerative but otherwise less attractive
jobs. Yet this reseach does not show that the pay disparities between jobs
are equalized by the presence or absence of amenities. Heroic assump-
tions regarding the efficiency of markets are necessary to reach such a
conclusion, and it is such assumptions that are themselves at issue.]

Compensating Differentials and Workers’ Preferences

How do workers’ preferences relate to the issue of compensating
differentials? From an economic standpoint, the existence of a compen-
sating differential requires substantial agreement on the undesirability of
a given job attribute. Moreover, that attribute must be important enough
to lead some people to avoid taking the job as a result of it. If there were
substantial heterogeneity of preferences with respect to a particular set of
job attributes, then that aspect of a job would be unlikely to produce a
wage premium. Consider a hypothetical example. Let’s say some people
prefer office jobs whereas others prefer to work outdoors. If there were
an adequate supply of both types of workers, then neither office jobs nor
outdoor work would requiré an extra wage premium to entice workers
{above and beyond whatever training might be needed). Thus, in order to
produce a compensating differential, there must be wide agreement that a
given job attribute is undesirable, and it must be sufficiently salient that
people would be discouraged from taking a job because of it. Examples
of job attributes considered candidates for supplemental pay include
night work, dirty work, risky work, high-stress jobs, and physically
fatiguing labor. Some individuals may be more inclined than others to
accept such working conditions. Weston (1990), for example, found that
male construction workers often work without their safety gear as a sign
of courage and toughness, constructing masculinity in the.act of risk
taking. However, these undesirable working conditions are theorized to

- require extra wages only if they make it difficult to attract sufficient
" numbers of qualified individuals to fill these jobs.
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How do these considerations relate to gender differences in prefer-
ences? If women and men preferred different types of jobs, then neither
men nor women would be expected to receive a premium for doing the
type of work they prefer. For example, if women prefer to sew and men
prefer to chop wood, then neither sewing nor wood cutting would pay
extra unless there were excessive demand for one type of activity over
the other. Because unemployment rates for men and women are quite
similar, we don’t believe that men are paid more because the types of
work they prefer are in more demand than women’s work.

There would be a sex-linked wage premium, however, if neither men
nor women liked to chop wood, and if only men were willing to do so. In
this case, both groups seek to avoid a given activity, but one group is
more willing to engage in it in exchange for extra wages. Another way of
making this point is that men and women find the same types of work
distasteful, but that men are more willing to put up with distasteful work
in exchange for higher wages. In essence, this logic assumes that men
place a greater emphasis on making money, and woren place a greater
emphasis on working in pleasant conditions.

This assumption, however, does not receive significant empirical sup-
port. Survey data suggest that working women rank income as high as
men do on a list of factors for choosing a job (as reviewed in Jacobs &
Steinberg, 1990; see also Jacobs, 1992). This type of analysis. has been
applied to explaining the relatively low pay of workers in the nonprofit
sector, which is predominantly staffed by women {see Steinberg &
Jacobs, 1994). It has been suggested that nonprofit workers are willing to

accept lower wages because they place such a high value on workingina .

socially beneficial setting. In this case, workers trade off a positive

amenity—socially redeeming work—in return for wages. Here again,

this explanation falls short for a number of reasons. First, the conclusion
is inferred from discounting other explanations, rather than on the basis

of direct evidence (see, for example, Preston, 1989). Second, in order 1o

account for the concentration of women in the nonprofit sector, this
argument would have to assume that women are less interested in money

than men. As we noted above, survey evidence is generally inconsistent

with this thesis.

Third, the preferences explanation in general assumes more stability in
preferences than actually exists. Data on career aspirations show substan-
tial inconsistency between individuals’ preferences and’ jobs actually

pursued-—one study found that occupational aspirations poorly predicted
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occupational behavior 10 years later (Jacobs, 1989). Fourth, this ap-
proach ignores the feedback between opportunity and preferences. Pref-
erences are not attributes that spring into individuals’ heads at one mo-
ment and remain fixed forever. Rather, they are actively shaped and
reshaped throughout prelabor market and labor market years by many
factors and contigencies, a good many of which emerge out of {abor
market experience (Gerson, 1985; Schultz, 1990). Those who work in
historically female jobs and, by extension, in historically female sectors
typically do not “choose” to work for lower wages but are constrained to
accept jobs characterized by a wage structure that is gendered and that
devalues the feminine (Reskin & Padavic, 1994).

Thus there are good reasons to be skeptical of the compensating
differentials logic and its applicability to the gender gap in wages. Let us
now turn to empirical data to see if the proposed specifications of the
compensating differentials model improve the fit between predictions
and results. '

Data and Methods

In this chapter, we focus on the determinants of the wage structure of
jobs by examining those attributes of a job title that affect its salary
grade. In the New York State Civil Service system, the job title is the
appropriate unit of analysis. Like most other public sector employers,
and many large private sector. firms that rely on some form of job
evaluation for salary setting, New York State bases its compensation
policies exclusively on the job, not the individual. Individual salaries are

 a strict function of the job title and seniority. Every employee in & given
* grade level is accorded the same increment, strictly dependent on years
" of service. There are no merit raises or other elements of discretion in the
~ setting of salaries. Thus the determinants of the compensation of each job

title are the determinants of the compensation of its incumbents. Conse-
quently, in this context, there is no confounding of the attributes of
individuals and the rewards allocated to the position.

To obtain information on job content, Steinberg et al. (1985) sampled
all employees in each job title with under 20 incumbents; in titles with
more than 20 incumbents, at least 20 incumbents were sampled. For
female-dominated and disproportionately minority job titles, up to 150

incumbents were sampled. The sampling procedure and rationale is de-
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scribed in detail in Steinberg et al. (1985). In all, The New York State
Comparable Pay Study surveyed 25,852 incumbents in New York State
Civil Service jobs to rate the characteristics of 2,582 job titles.

Employees rated the attributes of their own jobs. Pretest results indi-
cate that employee responses correlate highly with those of supervisors
(Steinberg et al., 1985). Incumbent responses for each job title were
averaged. (For some variables, the percentage responding in a particular
way was used.) This averaging process produces highly reliable mea-
sures for each job title. For this analysis, we limited our job sample to
1,605 job titles with four or more incumbents in order to have a stable
measure of percentage female.

Eighty content characteristics were collected for each job title. The
items were designed deliberately to capture the widest possible range of
the work actually done in the New York State system. Every effort was
made to measure as completely as possible the range of content of both
female-dominated and male-dominated positions, correcting for gender
bias in the array of job-content information collected. The specific mea-
sures were drawn from (and went beyond) 20 prior job-content surveys
used primarily by compensation consulting firms. The survey was re-
fined in a pretest of 1,862 respondents. (A more detailed discussion of the
survey instrument, rationale for items, and pilot test is available in
‘Steinberg et al., 1985, Chapters 3 and 4.)

Fourteen scales were constructed to tap the main dimensions of job
characteristics and to avoid problems of multicolinearity. The 14 scales
were derived through a factor analysis of the 80 job characteristic mea-

sures. The reliability measures of the factors are unusually and uniformly

high (Steinberg et al., 1985, Chapter 7). Working conditions was one of
the factors. As we are interested in a more detailed examination of

working conditions, we disaggregate this factor for the present analysis.
In addition, we include 10 additional job-content variables that were not .

included in the 14 factors. Table 4.1 lists the variables used in the
analysis.

Our study predicts the salary grade of job titles from the attributes of :

these jobs in a multiple regression framework. The dependent variable in
the analysis is the salary grade of the job title. As noted above, in the
New York State Civil Service, wages are strictly a function of salary
grade and seniority.

‘We included in our analysis controls for management and supervisory -
responsibility, education and experience requirements, and other indica-

tors of job skills. Specific variables include: management/superwsmn,
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Table 4.1 List of Variables Selected From the New York State Comparable
Pay Study '

A. Salary, Sex, and Race Composition

1. MSG or Mean Salary Grade, which is the dependent variable for this analysis

2. PFBM or Percentage Female, which allows a direct test of the effect of sex composi-
tion of a job on its salary grade

3. PM or Percentage Minority, which aliows for a direct test for potential wage discrim-
ination based on minority incumbency

B, Working Conditions Measures

1. An Unfavorable Working Conditions Index, based on six questions, including:
2. Hot or cold

3. Cleaning others’ dirt
4. Fumes

5. Loud noise
6. Strenuous physical activity
7. Risk of injury

. Contact with Difficult Clients: a composite index based on four questions: the serious-
ness of client problems; dealing with emotionally troubled clients; the number of
patients or inmates served; and handling sick or injured clients

. Communication with the Public; a composite index based on four questions: answer-
ing questions or complaints from the public; dealing with upset clients or public; and
dealing with nonagency personnel

10. Stress: a composite index based on six questions: feeling rushed; conflicting demands;

telling people what they don’t want to hear; feeling pressure to meet deadlines; the

need to learn skills just to keep up; and having fo make guick decisions

. Job Autonomy: a composite index based on three questions: freedom to decide how to
complete the assigned tasks; the order of tasks; and the speed of work

iz, Wnﬂ;.ing with sick patients

13. Repetition (doing the same thing over and over)

14, Unexpected problems

15. Close supervision {being told what to do)

(Continued}
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Table 4,1 (Continued)

C. Job Content and Educational Conirol Variables

1. Management/supervision: a composite index based on 11 questions: level of super-
vision; numbers supervised; prevention of wasting time; hiring and fising responsibil-
ity; scope of planning responsibility; estimation of training needs; substitute for boss
in supervision; settling job disputes; finding replacements for no-shows; setting oper-
ating practices; keeping employees informed of work policies

2. Education required for position

3. Data entry requirements: a composite index of three questions: entering data; editing
data; verifying data

4, Gioup facilitation: a composite index of three questions: planning meetings/work-
shops; leading meetings/workshops; giving speeches

5. Computer programming: a composite index of four questions: writing original pro-
grams; doing systems programming; using packaged programs; doing systems design

6. Fiscal responsibility: a composite index of three questions: propose money for agency/
facility; spend money within budget; propose budget for unit

7. Consequence of error; a composite index of two questions: mistake hurt good name of
agency; mistake hurt good name of unit

8. Time effort: a composite index of two questions: working overtime without compensa-
tion; working weekends without compensation

9. Dealing with information
10. Writing complexity
11. Experience requirements for position
12. Physical coordination
13. Filing responsibility
14. Responsibility for equipment

data entry requirements, group facilitation, computer programming, fis-
cal responsibility, consequence of error, time effort, physical coordina-
tion, responsibility for equipment, dealing with information, writing
complexity, and responsibility for filing.

We present descriptive statistics for the Working Conditions Index but
employ its six components in the multivariate analysis. These measures
encompass the standard questions about hazards and bad physical condi-
tions that have been used in most research on compensating differentials:
strenuous physical activity, fumes, risk of injury, working in hot or cold
conditions, working near loud noise, and cleaning others’ dirt.
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Variables (8) through (15) in Table 4.1 tap other undesirable job attri-
butes that have rarely been included in an analysis of compensating
differentials. Measures (8) through (11)—contact with difficult clients,
job stress, lack of autonomy, and communication with the public—are
factors that combine variables. Single-variable measures are used for
working with sick patients, repetition, unexpected problems, and close
supervision. We consider each measure to capture an aspect of work that
could reasonably be regarded as undesirable.

Those who work with difficult clients (such as convicted criminals,
troubled youth, individuals with drag or alcohol problems) or those who
work with dying patients experience job burnout because of the nature of
their work. Nurses, for example, have extremely high turnover rates as a
result of the high stress levels associated with this work (Roberts, 1989).
Similarly, many jobs involve time pressures, conflicting role demands,
and interpersonal communication about undesirable topics. In the Ore-
gon pay equity initiative, the Comparable Worth Task Force added a job
factor to its job evaluation system to encompass these job features be-
cause of the widely held view among Oregon employees that these job
characteristics were undesirable (Acker, 1939). We use a similar ratio-
nale for including communication with the public as an undesirable work-
ing condition. New York State employees interviewed often complained
of the difficulty of dealing with public clients (such as workmen’s com-
pensation claimants, unemployed workers, and other distressed citizens
seeking government relief and claiming extenuating circumstances) who
were often angry and upset (Steinberg et al., 1985).

As noted above, excessive repetition is a feature of work which is
often included on lists of undesirable job attributes. Unexpected prob-
lems is perhaps the most ambiguous measure on our list, in that one
would expect this job attribute to be associated with challenging jobs
with diverse responsibilities. Yet New York State employees often com-
plained of this job feature, suggesting that it might be tapping the classic
concern of industrial sociologists about the lack of control over one’s job
(Blauner, 1964). Thus, our approach was to add these measures of unde-
sirable job attributes to the ones conventionally used so as to include any
available measure that might be regarded as undesirable by “the marginal
employee” in our test of the compensating differentials hypothesis,

The sex and race composition of job titles is an independent variable
of particular interest. In several analyses, we contrast female-dominated
jobs with white male-dominated jobs. For the purposes of this analysis,
white male-dominated titles are defined as those in which $0% of the
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incumbents are white and male. Steinberg et al. (1985) found that the
proportion minority in a job title had a relatively small, yet discernible,
negative effect on the salary grade of the title. Therefore, in order to
select a set of job titles unlikely to be affected by gender or race compo-
sition, 90% white and male was set as the cutoff point. There are 533
New York State job titles that met these criteria. Female-dominated
positions are defined as those in which 67.2% of incumbents are women.
This figure is 40% above the proportion of women among all New York
State employees, which is 48.4 percent (Steinberg et al., 1985). A total of
297 jobs fell into this category.

Although public sector wage-setting practices may not seem the most
appropriate economic context in which to test propositions about the
workings of the labor market, we maintain that this setting represents a
fair test of the compensating differentials thesis. Government agencies,
although lacking external competition, nonetheless have scarce resources
and attempt to allocate them so as to deliver services cost-effectively,
within political and fiscal constraints (Kelman, 1987). Given this motiva-
tion, there is every reason to keep compensation as low as is consistent
with adequate staffing and motivation. Data indicate that compensation
practices in the public sector are sensitive to wage levels of what are
called “key job titles” in the local labor market (Bridges & Nelson, 1988;
Remick, Ginorio, & Brtiz, 1987). Further, one out of every five em-
ployed women and one out of every six employed men work in the public
sector (U.S. Department of Labor, 1983, p. 71). The importance of the
public sector and the size of this case study (it is a case employing
approximately 170,000 individuals) make it a case of considerable inter-
est. Finally, we believe that testing the compensating differentials hy-
pothesis within one large organization has certain advantages over using
national survey data, because we are able to remove the confounding
effects on wages of organizational variables (Baron & Bielby, 1980;
Berheide & Steinberg, 1989).

We coded extreme cases in two ways: those falling into the top 10% of
the distribution, and those falling into the top 5% of the distribution, for
each working condition measure. In some cases, the variables were not
normally distributed and the top code includes more than 10% of the
cases. The results we obtained for these two measures were quite similar,
although the patterns for the top 10% measures were somewhat more
consistent across models. We consequently report results for the ex-
tremes of the distribution with data on the top 10% of the cases.
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We coded multiple working conditions scores by adding up the num-
ber of undesirable working conditions using the top 10% measure just
described. We only included the eight measures found to have a statisti-
cally significant effect on earnings: hot or cold, cleaning others’ dirt, sick
patients, loud noise, strenuous work, repetition, risk of injury, and close
supervision. Thus, the multiple conditions scores range from 0 to 8.

Results

Distribution of Job Attributes by Sex Type of Job

Table 4.2 reporté the percentage of male-dominated and female-
dominated jobs that fell in the top 10% of the distribution for each of 14
job characteristics, along with a composite working conditions factor,
Male-dominated jobs were more likely to involve extreme cases of un-
desirable working conditions than were female-dominated jobs. The sex
differences in extreme measures were consistent with the sex differences
in the means for all of the variables we considered.

If a broad range of working conditions is investigated, many undesir-
able working conditions will surface in female-dominated jobs, as well.
Male-dominated jobs were more likely to involve hot or cold conditions
and exposure to fumes or to require physically strenuous work. Incum-
bents in these positions were more likely to report that their jobs were
stressful, that work required communication with the public, and that
they encountered unexpected problems. Female-dominated jobs were
more likely to involve cleaning other people’s dirt and exposure to loud
noise. Women’s work involved more encounters with difficult clients and
sick patients. Workers in female-dominated jobs reported less autonomy,
more repetition, and more supervision. Clearly, many of these working
conditions apply to some jobs and not others. Janitorial jobs involve
cleaning others® dirt, whereas hospital jobs invelve contact with sick
patients. How many of these conditions are present in the same jobs?
Table 4.3 summarizes how male-dominated and female-dominated jobs
stack up in terms of multiple working conditions. For each job, we
calculated the number of undesirable attributes that fell in the top 10% of

the distribution for that variable. Male-dominated jobs averaged 2.46

extreme working conditions, compared with 2.12 for female-dominated

: jobs. This difference is statistically significant, but it is perhaps not as



110 Gender Inequality at Work

Table 4.2 Means and Standard Errors for Working Conditions and Other
Job Characteristics, by Sex Type of Job Title

White Male Jobs Female Jobs
(90%+ White Male) (67.2%+ Female}
{n=533) (n=25%7)
Percent with High Scores® Percent with High Scores”
Working Conditions Variables (Top 16%} {Top 10%)
F2* Unfaw;'orable working 15.76% 572
conditions (Index) {1.58) (133
MI25 Hot or cold 20.08* 0.67
(1.74) (0.48)
MI26 Fumes 13.32%* 8.42
(147 (L61)
MI27 Cleaning others’ dirt 8.44% 13.13
(1.21) (1.96)
PI31 Percent loud noise 15.38* 21.21
{1.56) (2.38)
MI32 Strenuous physical 13.88* 9.09
activity (1.50) (1.67)
MI37 Risk of injury 13.38* 6.40
(1.50) (1.42)
3 Pifficult clients 3.38* 18.52
(7.83) (2.26)
F4 Communications with 19.89* 7.07 .
the public {1.73} (1.49)
F10 Stress 49.34* 3570
(2.17) {2.78)
Fli Autonomy 16.51* 5.05
(1.61) (‘1.27)l
MI28 Wosking with sick 4,13* ‘ 2121
patients {0.86) (2.38)
MI33 Repetition 6.94* 17.85 -
(1.10) (2.23)
Mi%4 Unexpected problems 13.70 9.43
(1.49) (1.69)
MI102  Close supervision - 9.94 13.47
(1.30) (1.98)

NOTE: Numbers in patentheses are standard errors. Fhe acronyms used §1f:re (P13, MI40, and so on)
correspond to those used i The New York State Comparable Pay Study (Steinberg et al., 1985).

a. The top 10% of distribution of each variable.

*p < 05
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Table 4.3 Distribution of Multipie Working Conditions

White Male Jobs Female Jobs
(90%+ White Male) {67.2%+ Female)
{n=>533) (n = 297)
Percent with High Scores  Percent with High Scores

Working Conditions Variables (Top 10%) (Top 10%)
Number of unfavorable working 2.46* 2.12
conditions, top 10% (0.04) (0.09)
Number of unfavorable working 1.98% 1.67
conditions, top 5% (C.06) (0.08)

Number of extzeme working conditions

0 8.26% 22.90%
1 23.45% 30.64%
2 21.39% 20.88%
3 15.89% 12.12%
4 14.82% 9.43%
5+ 12.20% 4.04%

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
*p < .05,

large as some might expect. When the analysis is limited to the top 5% of
the distribution of working conditions, the results are generally the same
as those presented here.

However, differences do emerge when examining the range of working
conditions. Of the 533 male-dominated jobs, only 8.3% had no extreme
working conditions, as compared with 22.9% of female-dominated jobs.
At the other extreme, almost 15% of male-dominated jobs involve four or
more extreme working conditions, and over 12% involve five or more, as
compared with 9.4% and 4.0% respectively for female-dominated jobs.
Some of this discrepancy may be due to the greater perceniage of male
jobs that reported the highest levels of job stress.

Effect of Extreme Working Conditions

L]
Regression equations that estimate the impact of extreme working
conditions on wages are presented in Table 4.4. The first model repro-
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Table 4.4 Regression Analysis: Predicting Mean Salary Grade From Job
Requirements, Job Content, Extrems Working Conditions, and

Sex Composition
Model I Model2 Modzel 3
Variable b b b
— 5.03%%*
Intercept 477 (.34
: (0.77) (0.60) (0.80)
Fl Management/supervision A407%k% 4 59%EE 4 AGHRF
0.38) (0.40) {0.38)
F5 Education required 12.08%kF 12 60%%* 12,094k
(0.43) {0.44) 0.44)
F12 Consequences of error 1.8B*%% 2 I0¥F*  FEIFEH
(0.48) (0.51) (0.48)
F13 Time effort 1.51%* 0.92 1.58%
(0.53) (0.56) (0.53)
Information A7T8¥**  4.04%%% 4 G5F*%
0.71) (0.75} {0.71)
Writing SA4Q%% G B2wkx 5 13%kd
C0.76) 077 0.76)
5 H ok 757***
MI40 Experience required T.63*kk  BAO¥
(0.33) (0.34) © (033}
*
Mi74 Filing (combined 74 & 54} —L45%%  —1.97%* -1.09
(0.51) (0.53) - (0.5D)
1 EE 2
PI96 Responsible for equipment Q.72%%%  111%** (.63
(0.17) {0.17) 0.17)
MI25 Hot or cold ~1.56% —2.32%*
(0.53) {0.71)
Fkk
Mi27 Cleaning others’ dirt —2.g7HH* —3.55
(0.57 (0.82)
MI28 Handling sick patients 4.71%%* ] 4 45%%%
(0.48) - {0.80)
. e
PI31 Loud noise —1.33%* ~1.53
(0.42) (47
MI32 Strenuous physical activity 315wk —4.63%*
. (0.60) (0.75}
(Continued)

duces the results we presented in an earlier article (J acobs & Steinberg,
1990). This model represents the standard for the analysis of worki.ng
conditions. Bach variable is considered to have separate and additive
effects on earnings. Morcover, each variable is considered to have an
incremental effect throughout its distribution.
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Table 4.4 {Continued)

Model I Model2 Model 3

Variable ) b b b
MI33 Repetition —2.4f%%* ~2,QT***
{0.48) (0.62}
MI37 Risk of injury —1.34%%= ~1.21%
(0.41) {0.51)
MI102 Close supervision . —1.44#* -1.62%
(0.57) (0.70)

Top 10% Measures

MI25 Hot or cold —0.57* 0.68*
(0.25) 032
MI27 Cleaning others’ dirt —1.15%** (.44
(0.25) (0.35)
MI28 Handling sick patients 1.46%%+ (0,24
0.24) (C.40)
PI31 Loud noise Q.57 0.28
(0.15) (0.17)
MI32 Strenuous physical activity —0.46%%F Q5w+
i (0.26) (0.32)
MI33 Repetition —.85%% 0,32
(0.23) (0.28)
Mi37 Risk of injury 057+ 021
(0.24) (0.28)
MI102 Close supervision ~0.57% 0.02
(0.23) (0.27)
PFEM Proportion women —2.56%¥% ] Jgkwk 7 5k
g (0.25) {0.25) {0.25) —
R* .897 883 800

NOTE: Numbers in parentheées are standard errors. The acronyms used here (F13, MI40, and so on)
correspond to those used in The New York State Comparable Pay Study (Steinberg et al., 1985).
*p < .0F; *¥¥p < 01, **¥p < 001, :

Perhaps the most notable result in Model 1 is that most of the working
conditions measures have negative effects on earnings. Recall that the
compensating differentials logic holds that workers receive a wage pre-
mium for working in jobs with undesirable attributes. These results
indicate the opposite: workers suffer a wage penalty for working in unat-
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tractive jobs. It should also be noted that, even after productivity-related-
measures and working conditions are controlled, female-dominated jobs
continue to pay less than male-dominated jobs.

Model 2 estimates the effect of extreme working conditions, control-
ling for productivity-related measures. With one exception, these results
are consistent with those found in Model 1 and run counter to the
compensating differentials thesis. The exception is for loud noise, which
changes from a negative to a positive coefficient. All other things being
equal, the presence of extreme working conditions typically results in
lower pay for a job. In six of the eight cases, extreme working conditions
lowered wages.

Model 3 tests the curvilinearity by including both a continuous mea-
sure of each working condition and a dummy variable representing an
extreme level of this attribute. The results are especially interesting in
that they provide limited evidence in support of the notion that the effects
of working conditions on earnings is curvilinear. The signs on all the
measures of extreme working conditions are positive. In only two cases,
however, are the results statistically significant. These results indicate
that wages are lower in jobs with undesirable working conditions, but
that this wage penalty is sometimes offset when the working conditions
reach extremely undesirable levels. The results also indicate that despite
the small effect of extreme working conditions on the wages of some
jobs, the percentage of women in a job continues to exert a strong
negative impact on wages. The coefficient for a job's percentage female
is virtually the same in Model 3, compared with Model 1. In other words,
these models indicate that the impact of the sex type of a job on wages
continues to be strong, independent of other content characteristics.
Thus, the sex gap in wages persists, whether or not we take into account
the effect of extreme working conditions.

Effect of Multiple Working Conditions

Table 4.5 presents a series of models designed to assess whether the
presence of multiple instances of extreme working conditions are associ-
ated with a wage bonus or penalty. Model 1 is the baseline model,
presented for the purposes of comparison. Model 2 estimates the impact
of additional working conditions measures o1 earnings. Dummy vari-
ables were constructed to represent one working condition, two working
conditions, and so on through five or more working conditions. The
reference category in the analysis is no adverse working conditions. The
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Table 4.5 Regression Analysis: Predicting Mean Salary Grade From Job
Requirements, Job Content, Multiple Working Conditions, and
Sex Composition

Model I Model2  Model 3

Variable b b b
Intercept 4TTHFF DGRk 5 Gk
(0.77) (0.60) (0.80)
Fl Management/supervision 427e8%  40G%%*F 4 2TxEE
) (0.38) {0.40} (0.38)
Fs Education required 12.08%%% 14 02wws 12 (Qf%**
{0.43) (0.44) (0.43)
F12 Consequences of error 1.88*%%  2.60%*  1.50%F
(0.48) (0.53) {0.50}
F13 Time effort 1. 51+ 0.92 1.38*
’ (0.53) (0.58) (0.54
Information 4.78%%% 3 52%kk 4 70%4%
- . (0.71) (0.77) {0.71)
Writing 542+ T7gEEk 5 30k
) (0.76) (0.78) (0.76)
MI40 Experience required FEIFFE RAREHE T HRH
B (0.33) {0.35) (0.33)
MI74 Filing (combined 74 & 54) —1.45%%  —]1.16%*% —i.42%*
{0.51} (0.54) (0.51)
PI96 Responsible for equipment O72%%%  ]2FkkE (GO¥*F
017 (0.18) ©.17
MI25 Hot or cold ; -1.56% —1.64%*
) (0.53) (0.53)
Mi127 Cleaning others’ dirt -2 GTHEE —3. 15k
. (0.57) (0.58)
MI28 Handling sick patients 4.7 A% 4 51%%*
. (0.48) (0.49)
PI31 Loud noise —1.33%* —1.41%%*
(0.42) (.42)
MI32 Strenuous physical activity 3,1 5%+ 3. 48k
) (0.60) (0.60)
MI33 Repetition -2 48%%% —2.61 %%
) (0.48) (0.48)
MI37 Risk of injury —1.34%%% —1.470%
(0.41) (0.42)
MI102  Close supervision -1.44% “ —1.58%%
0.57) {0.57)
(Continued)
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Table 4.5 (Continued)

Modell Model2 Model 3

Variable b b b
1 extreme working condition (gg% (g?z.z)

' 2 extreme working conditions »E({)};g) (gig)
3 extreme working conditions —(2’;;;" —(ggi)
4 extreme working conditions Iggg) (g ;g;‘
5+ extreme working conditions —(gg;;* (E 21;‘
PFEM  Proportion women ~2.56%k ] QR¥EE 2 GIFRX

(0.25) 0.25) (0.25)

R 897 875 .898

% of the

i the top 10
NOTE: Mumbers in patentheses are standard errors. Extreme cases represent the top R

distribution. The acronyms used here (F13, MI40, and so on) correspond to those used in The

State Comparable Pay Study (Steinberg et al., 1985).
*p < .05; **p < 01; #**p < 00L.

results in Model 2 indicate that the presence of multiple undesirable
working conditions lowers wages. These result_s, taken by themselves, do
not support the compensating differentials logic. . .
Model 3, however, considers the impact of extreme ‘fvorking <':c'>nd1-
tions, controlling for the continuous measures of workmg confhnon_s.
Here we do we see evidence supporting the compens.atmg d1ft'"eren-
tials perspective. In particular, those jobs with fF)ur or five undesuablﬁ
working conditions are paid more than those with three or fewer suc
ibutes. ‘
aﬁ{\ngte, however, that the sex gap in wages does not diminish in Model 3
as a result of the observed curvilinear relationships. The net effect of a
job’s percentage female on its earnings is virtually unchangfad_ betv‘.reen
Models 1 and 3. The reason for this finding is that the benefits gbltamcd
by the combination of multiple working condit_ions are ‘n‘ot sufficient to
offset the cost incurred by each individual working condition. In essence,
it is not really that multiple job conditions produce a wage premium so
much as that they somewhat reduce the wage penalty associated with
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individual working conditions. And, ironically, this specification results
in a slightly higher penalty associated with most of the individual job
attributes.

Structure, Politics, Culture, Gender, and Wages

Women have had more difficulty than men in translating their skills,
experience, and job characteristics into wages. This is not only because
women have not achieved equal access to the best jobs in the best
organizations, but also because the work in which they are concentrated
is undervalued relative to its productive contribution to the work organi-
zation. It is also because turnover is viewed as more acceptable in
women’s jobs than in men’s jobs, because women have less power in the
politics of wage negotiations in both union and nonunion settings {Acker,
1989; Milkman, 1987), and becanse women’s jobs do not fit neatly into
well-established frameworks for evaluating and valuing jobs, developed
over many years for historically male work.

Job attributes that are worthy of compensation and characterize wo-
men’s work are often invisible, just as skills women bring to the work-
place are invisible (Steinberg, 1990). This lack of recognition of the
characteristics differentially found in historically female jobs extends to
the undesirable working conditions found in these jobs. These working
conditions are often not captured in standard surveys of work attributes.
‘Women find it more difficult to make a case that these attributes deserve
compensation because they do not fit the standard male model of what
constitutes an undesirable working condition. The results of this analysis
and of our previous study suggest that both men and women find it
difficult to make a successful claim that the working conditions in their
jobs require extra pay. But the problem is even more difficult for women,
because the working conditions found in their jobs—stress, exposure to
illness, and so on—differ from the standard categories.

Even when considering the same facet of work, women have more
difficulty in making a case that the attributes of their jobs should qualify
for compensation. Thus, when people think of risky work, they think of
window washers on skyscrapers, of coal miners, of oil-rig operators.
They do not typically think of nurses, of dental hygienists, of hospital
aides. Consider, for example, what Remick (1984) has labeled male dirt
and female dirt. Male dirt is associated with construction work, garden-
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ing, and other parks and grounds-related activities, and with infrastruc-
ture work involving sewage treatment, boiler rooms, and the like. Female
dirt—working with incontinent patients, with blood and other bodily
wastes—in hospitals and nursing homes remains invisible, perhaps be-
cause of the emphasis placed on maintaining sterile conditions in these
contexts. Thus jobs involving female dirt receive neither recognition not
remuneration for working around blood and human waste and for main-
taining sterile conditions despite them.

These cultural difficultics are compounded by women’s political dis-
advantages, specifically the underrepresentation of women in unions and
in the wage-setting echelons of corporate decision making. As both
Acker (1989) and Milkman (1987) illustrate in their case studies, union
women’s demands were mediated by the priorities of the male member-
ship and leadership. If women could not translate their gender-based
demands into class-based demands, they were unable to gain union sup-
port for their claims. In nonunion settings, the low wages of women are
maintained in part because they have few, if any, institutional channels
through which to mobilize their claims. To cite one specific problem,
high turnover associated with their jobs does not result in the wage
increases for women that it does for men. According to the logic of the
compensating differentials hypothesis, working conditions are supposed
to influence wages because they influence labor supply. If the job were
not worth the trouble, people would leave. But not for women’s jobs: In
these jobs, high turnover does not result in increased wages. Instead,
women are seen as less committed employees, who therefore may be
more easily substituted for one another. .

This emphasis on political, cultural, and institutional forces in wage
setting is consistent with the notion that extreme cases of working condi-
tions may sometimes produce wage premiums. As we maintained in an
earlier article (Jacobs & Steinberg, 1990), workers’ efforts to receive

supplemental compensation for working in undesirable conditions in-

volves a process of conflict in a context of unequal power. ‘Where work-
ers are able to claim that they work under a set of extremely undesirable
waorking conditions, they may be able to translate this claim ifito a wage
premium. Yet, as our results suggest, the undesirable working conditions
must be extreme and multiple. Even here, the wage premiums are modest
in size. The mechanism producing the wage effect is different from that
posited by the compensating differentials thesis, but the results are the
sare.
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Conclusions

The results of this analysis indicate that working conditions do not ac-
count for the sex gap in wages. Our analysis shows that male-dominated
jobs are more likely to have extreme working conditions and multiple
working conditions. Moreover, there is some limited evidence that ex-
treme and multiple working conditions are positively compensated. More
specifically, our results show that the wage cost associated with undesir-
able working conditions is somewhat offset in cases of extreme working
conditions and in cases of multiple working conditions. However, these
differences do not account for the sex gap in wages. These resulfs are con-
sistent with a political, cultural, and institutional view of labor markets,
Further refinements in this alternative view of labor markets are in order.

Appendix:
Job Content and Educational Control Variables

White Male Jobs Female Jobs
(90%+ White Male) (67.2%+ Female)

fn=533) (n =297}
Mean Mean
F1 Management/supervision 49 34
010y (012
F5 Educationat requirements 32 42
(.009) (012
F& Data entry 37 42 )
(013) (.018)
F? Group facilitation 34 20
{.010} (.013)
F8 Computer programming 14 .06
) {.008) (.006)
F% Fiscal responsibility 24 11
{009} (.007)
F12 Consequences of error 10 .54
{006} (.010)
(Continued}
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Appendix (Continued)
White Male Jobs Fermuale Jobs
(90%+ White Male) (67.2%+ Female)
{n=3533) (n =297}
Mean - Mean
i 07
F13 Time effort 18 .
(.008) (.005)
Information 55 40
(.006) (.008)
Writing .50 37
(.007) (.008)
i i 27
Mi40 Experience required .56 .
{.011) {011)
i inati 19
Mid4 Physical coordination .34 .
(.014) {020y
>qe N - 59
MI74 Filing (combined 74 & 54) 51 .
(.008) (.009)
i i 42
MI96 Responsible for equipment 58 .
(.011) (014
Other Variables:
MSG Mean salary grade 19.66 12.12
' {289 (.354)
i 1 85
PFEM Propertion women .03 .
(.002) {.006)

NOTE: The acronyms used here (F13, MI40, and so on) correspond to those used in The New York State
Comparable Pay Study (Steinberg et al., 1585},

Note

1. To us it is curious that economists don't seem to realize that the selectivity argument

undermines the claim of an equalizing market. How do some jobs attract better workers than . =

others? Because they are more attractive. But that is precisely what critics are trying to

prove: that some jobs are more desirable than others with the same skill requirements. This -

differential is required in order to generate the selectivity that the £CORCMIists thex} use {0
refite claims of interjob differentials. In other words, selectivity assumes that some jobs are

imore attractive than others, and some employers are thus in a better position to select from

a larger pool of workers than others. The less desirable jobs would have to pay exira to get
the identical worker, but they don’t.

COMPENSATING DIFFERENTIALS 121

References

Acker, . {1989). Doing comparable worth: Gender, class and pay equity. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.
Alien, 8. G, Clark, R. L., & Sumner, D. A. (1986). Postretirement adjustments of pension
benefits. Journal of Human Resources, 21(1), 118-137.
Baron, ¥, N. (1984). Organizational perspectives on stratification. Annual Review of Sociol-
ogy, 10, 37-69.
Baron, J., & Bielby, W. T. (1980). Bringing the firms back in: Stratification, segmentation,
and the organization of work. American Sociological Review, 45, 737-756.
Baron, J. N., & Cook, K. 8. (1992). Process and outcome: Perspectives on the distribution
of rewards in organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37(2), 191-198.
Baron, J. N., Jennings, P. D., & Dobbin, F. R. (1988). Missior control? The development of
personnel systems in U. S. industry. American Sociological Review, 53, 497-514.
Baren, J. N., & Newman, A, E. (1989). Pay the man: Effects of demographic composition
on prescribed wage rates in the California Civil Service. In R. Michael, H. Bartmann, &
B. O’Farrell (Eds.), Pay equity: Empirical inguiries (pp. 107-130). Washington, DC:
National Academy Press.
Barry, J. (1587). Compensatory wages for women production workers at risk, In A. H.
Stromberg, L. Larwood, & B. Gutek (Eds.), Women and work: An annual review (pp. 69-
91). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
. Berheide, C., & Steinberg, R. (1989). Wage differentials by gender and race: Job content,
structure and value bias as sources of pay ineguities. Unpublished manuscript, Skidmore
College. [Revision of a paper presented to the American Sociological Association,
August 1987.]
- Bielby, W. T,, & Baron, §. N. (1984). A woman’s place is with other women: Sex segregation
*  within organizations. In B. Reskin (Ed.), Sex segregation in the workplace: Trends,
explanations, remedies (pp. 27-55), Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
{ Bielby, W. T., & Baron, J. N. (1987). Undoing discrimination: Job integration and compar-
able worth. In C. Bose & G. Spitze (Bds.), Ingredients for women's employment policy
(pp. 211-229). Albany: State University of New York Press.
'_ " Blauner, R. (1964). Alienation and freedom. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
" Block, F. (1990}. Post-industrial possibilities: A critigue of economic discourse, Berkeley:
. University of California Press.
" Bridges, W. P., & Nelson, R. L. (1988). Markets in hierarchies: Organizational and market
influences on gender inequality in a state pay system. American Journal of Sociology, 95,
. 816-658,
“ Brown, C. (1980). Equalizing differences in the labor market. Quarterly Journal of Econom-
. lcs, 94, 113-134,
- Burton, C. (1951). The promise and the price: The struggle for equal opportunity in women's
employment. Sydney: Allyn & Unwin.
Clever, L. H., & Omenn, G. §. (1988). Hazards for health care workers, Annual Review of
‘' Public Health, 8, 273-303,
- Cockburn, C. (1991). In the way of women: Men’s resistance to sex equality in organiza-
tions. Tthaca, N'Y: ILR Press.



122 Gender Inequality at Work

Cohn, S. (1985). The process of occupational sex typing: The feminization of clerical labor
in Great Britain. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Duncan, G. 1., & Holmlund, B. (1983). Was Adam Smith right, after all? Another test of the
theory of compensating wage differentials. Journal of Labor Economics, 1, 366-379.

England, P. (1992). Comparable worth: Theories and evidence. New York: Aldine de-
Gruyter.

Filer, R, (1985). Male-female wage differences: The importance of compensating differen-
tials. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 38(3), 426-437.

Filer, R. (1589}, Occupational segregation, compensating differentials, and comparable
worth. Tn R. T. Michael, H. 1, Hartmann, & B. O'Farrell (Eds.), Pay equity: Empirical
inquiries {pp. 153-171). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Gerson, . (1985), Hard choices: How women decide about work, career and motherhood.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Goldin, C., & Margo, R. (1992). The great compression: The wage structure in the United
States at mid-century, Guarterly Joumnal of Economics, 107, 1-34.

Hamermesh, D. 5., & Wolfe, J. R. (1990). Compensating wage differentials and the duration
of wage loss. Journal of Labor Economics, 8(1, Part 2), 175-197.

Hochner, A., Granrose, C., Goode, J., Simon, E.. & Appelbaum, E. (1988). Job saving
strategies: Worker buyouts and OWL. Kalamazoo, ME: W. E. Upjohn.

Hwang, H., Reed, W. R, & Hubbard, C. {1992). Compensating wage differentials and
unmeasured productivity. Journal of Political Economy, 100(4), 835-858.

Jacobs, 1. A, (1989), Revolving doors: Sex segregation and women’s careers. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Tacobs, J. A. (1992). Women's eniry into management: Trends in earnings, authority, and
values among salaried managers. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37(2), 282-302.

" Jacobs, I. A., & Steinberg, R. (1990). Compensating differentials and the male-female wage

gap: Evidence from the New York state pay equity study. Social Forces, 69(2), 439-468.

Kalleberg, A.. & Berg, L (1987). Work and industry: Structures, markets and processes.
New York: Plenum. : ‘

Kalleberg, A. L., & Sorensen, A. B. {1979). The sociology of labor markets. Annual Review
of Socielogy, 5, 351-379.

Kelman, S. (1987). Making public policy: A hopeful view of American government. New
York: Basic Books. ;

Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1983). Work and personality. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Kostiuk, P. F. (1990). Compensating differentials for shift work. Journal of Political Econ- .

omy, 98(5, Past 1), 1054-1075.
Krusger, A. B., & Summers, L. H. (1987). Reflections on the inter-industry wage structure.

In K. Land & 1. 5. Leonard (Eds.), Unemployment and the structure of labor markets
{pp. 18-47). New York: Basil Blackwell.

Madden, J. F. (1984). The persistence of pay differential: The economics of sex discrimina-
tion. In L. Larwood, A. H. Stromberg, & B. A. Gutek (Eds.), Women and waork: An annual

review (Vol. 1, pp. 76-114). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Milkman, R. (1987}, Gender ar work. Utbana: University of Llinois Press.

Otson, C. A. (1981). An analysis of wage differentials received by workers on dangezons
jobs. Journal of Human Resources, 16(2), 167-185.

Preston, A. (1989), The noaprofit worker in a for-profit world. Journal
7, 438-463.

af Labor Economics,

COMPENSATING DIFFERENTIALS 123

Reed, W.
et; S0 12, lfz Ho]ler?:la.n, Y. (1988}. Do women prefer women's work? (Working Paper
Ronir H oliege Station: Department of Economics, Texas A&M University. i '
eval;ati;)ilj:j)égtorat;ﬁles for creating sound bias-free job evaluation systems. In Job
! The emerging i ‘
eraluanon erging issues (pp. 85-112). New York: Industrial Relations
Raﬁl:;zlz;u(il fvi:} 1‘\1/{.ajm" is‘sues in a priod applications. In H. Remick (Ed.), Comparable
' e discrimination. Technical possibiliti [t aliti
. 11_7). Philadelphia: Temple University ]c’:.'css‘.D nibries and poltcal realiies (pp. 95
erg;c[];,nliée?ﬁzrg), AizB.,.& Brtiz, P. (1987). A case study in Washington State. In National
Commit Pay quity (Ed.), Pay equity: An issue of race, ethnicity and sex (
. kin— ). Washington, DC: National Committee on Pay Equity. i
eskin, B.’ (1983). Bringing the men back in: Sex differentiation and the devaluati
women's work, Gender and Sociery, 2, 58-81 ereluation of
Reskin, B., & Padavic, 1. {19 ,
. {1994). Women and men at work. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge
Roberts, M. (1989). Commonwealth Fi
A . und re ] i
Ropuct). Boston: Commemmeabe et port on the nursing shortage (Draft Final
Rosen, S. (1985). Implicit :
S )] plicit contracts: A survey. Journal of Economic Literature, 23(3),
Rosen, 5. (1986). The theor izi i
N . y of equalizing differences. In Q. Ashenfel
. . 4
s ]-EE]ds -3, Handbook of labor economics (pp. 641-692), New York: Elsxrls.:ie:r R fayerd
c;; gt:ég\:&g??o)t.hﬁilmi sltories about women and work: Judicial interplietations of sex
n the workplace in Title VII isi i
e o R e cases raising the kack of interest argument.
Smith, A. (1978). An inguiry i
. ry into the nature and causes of the wealth o i
. l i ! 4 natio; 3
Ed). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. {Qriginal work publish{d 1772; (5. Cannan.

. Smith, J. (1984), The paradox of women’s poverty: Wage earning women and economic

transformation. Signs, 19, 291-310.

i Smith, R. (1979). Compensating wage differentials and public policy: A review. Industrial

fznd Labor Relations Review, 32(3), 339-352.
:::Tnib)erg, R.J. (1990). The social construction of skill. Work and Occupations, 17, 449-482
Eeetzgc,hﬁi ;u e(81909f1). .IIob ev:illuation and managerial control: the politics of ;cch?nique anci
politics. In I. Fudge & P. McDermott (Eds.), Ju
; D Just wages: ini.
. ..:r.szessment of _?ay equity (pp. 193-218). Toronto: University of Toronto P‘i:zs A feminist
cinberg, R., Haignere, L., Possin, C., Chertos, C., & Treiman, D. (1985). The,; New York

state comparable pay study: Fi :
ate dy: Fingl report. Albany, N'Y: Center for Women in Govern-

Stei
. Steinberg, R., & Jacobs, J. A. (1994). Pay equity in nonprofit organizations: Making

women’s, work visible. In T. Odendahl & M. O'Nei
R . eill (Eds.), i
Sungnproﬁr sector (pp. 79-120}. San Francisco: Jossey—Ba(xss.  Woman and power in the
guebi,i i\ds,cl}i.x() iQti:zh"if:gaird ; g;ne:;l theory of occupational sex segregation: The case of
. In B, Reskin (Ed.), Sex segregation in the workpl
. - i : T
explanations, remedies (pp. 144-156). Washington, DC: National Academl; ;i:ss rends

T ic-
. Tomaskovic-Devey, D. (1993). Gender and racial inequality at work: The sources and

consequences of job segregation. Ithaca, NY: TLR Press.

Trei )
: reiman, D. J. (1979). Job evaluation: An analytic review. Washington, DC: National

Academy of Sciences.



124 Gender Ineguality ar Work

1.5, Department of Labor, Women's Bureau. (1983). Time of change; 1983 handbook on
women workers (Bulletin 298). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Weston, K. (1990). Production as means, production as metaphor: Women's struggle td enter
the trades. In F. Ginsburg & A. L. Tsing (Eds.), Uncertain terms: Negotiating gender in
American culture {pp. 137-151). Boston: Beacon Press.

Zoloth, S., & Stellman, H. (1987). Hazards of healing: Occupational health and safety in
hospitals. In A. Stromberg, L. Larwook, & B. Gutek (Eds.), Wormen and work: An annual
review (Vol. 3, pp. 45-65). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.




Gender
Inequality
at Work

Jerry A. Jacobs
editor

}

SAGE Publications
intematianal Eduzational and Professional Pubiisher
Thousand Oaks  London New Delhi



Copyright © 1995 by Sage Publications, Inc.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced or utilized in
any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy-
ing, recording, or by any information storage and retrieval system, without
permission in writing from the publisher.

For information address:

Sage Publications, Inc. ‘ .
2455 Teller Road .
Thousand Oaks, California 91320 '
SAGE Publications Lid.

6 Bonhill Street

London EC2A 4PU
United Kingdom

SAGE Publications India Pvt. Ltd.
M-32 Market

Greater Kailash T

New Delhi 110 048 India

Printed in the United States of America
Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Gender inequality at work / edited by Jerry A. Jacobs.
p. cm.—
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-8039-5696-7 {cl). — ISBN 0-8039-5697-5 (pb}
1. Sex discrimination in employment. I. Jacobs; Jerry A., 1955—
HD6060.G46 1995
331.4"133—dc20 94-32845

95 96 97 98 99 10 ¢ 8 7 6 53 4 3 2 1

Sage Production Editor: Diana E. Axelsen

Contents

1. Introduction
JERRY A. JACOBS

Part I. Gender and Compensation

2. Sex Composition and Gendered Earnings Inequality:
A Comparison of Job and Occupational Models
DONALD TOMASKOVIC-DEVEY

3. Gendered Instructions: Cultural Lag and Gender Bias
in the Hay System of Job Evaluation
RONNIE J. STEINBERG

4. Further Evidence on Compensating Differentials
and the Gender Gap in Wages
JERRY A. JACOBS and
RONNIE J. STEINBERG

PartII. Women and Authority . “

5. Jobs, Authority, and Earnings Among Managers:
The Continuing Significance of Sex
BARBARA F RESKIN and CATHERINE E. ROSS

23

57

93

127



6. Women’s Entry Into Management: Trends in Earnings,
Authority, and Values Among Salaried Managers 152
JERRY A. JACORBS

7. Gender, Power, and Postindustrialism 178
MONICA BOYD, MARY ANN MULVIHILL, and ‘
JOHN MYLES

Part ITI. Career Processes and Trends

8. Cumulative Versus Continuous Disadvantage in an
Unstructured Labor Market: Gender Differences in
the Careers of Television Writers 209
WILLIAM T. BIELBY and DENISE D. BIELBY

9. Occupational Sex Segregation and Women'’s Early

Career Job Shifts 231
RACHEL A. ROSENFELD and
KENNETH I. SPENNER

10. Trends in Occupational and Industrial Sex Segregation
in 56 Countries, 1960~-1980 259
JERRY A. JACOBS and SUET T, LiM

Part IV. Perspectives on Occupational Resegregation

11. Shifting Gender Boundaries: Women’s Inroads Into
Academic Sociology . 297
PATRICIA A. ROOS and KATHARINE W, JONES '

12. Male Flight From Computer Work: A New Look at
Occupational Resegregation and Ghettoization . 334
ROSEMARY WRIGHT and JERRY A. JACOBS

13. Gender and the Formation of a Women’s Profession:

The Case of Public School Teaching 379
JO ANNE PRESTON
14. Assessing Gender at Work: Evidence and Issues 408"
PAMELA STONE
Index 424

About the Contributors 435



